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ABSTRACT: The National Curriculum is a current innovation in Australian schooling history 
which is likely to have a widespread and long-term impact on schools, teachers and students. 
This paper has investigated educational change during the early phase of curriculum 
implementation in a large secondary school, north of Brisbane, Australia. Specifically, this 
study explored teachers’ perceptions of the principal’s transformational leadership skills 
during an early stage of the curriculum’s implementation along with teachers’ perceptions of 
implementing a National Curriculum in their classroom. For this research, sixty-nine 
teachers were surveyed about their perceptions of their principal’s leadership and their 
perceptions of the difficulty of implementation of the new curriculum.  Findings indicated that 
teachers with positive perceptions of their principal's leadership also had positive 
perceptions of their capacity to implement the new National Curriculum. Specifically, 
teachers who perceived the principal as holding high expectations and providing intellectual 
stimulation believed they had the capacity to successfully implement curriculum change. 
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Introduction 
It is three years since a staged implementation of the Australian National Curriculum, 
initiated by the Australian Federal Government, began in Queensland. By December 2014, 
most teachers in Australia will plan, teach, and report using the National Curriculum 
framework. This has been an immense educational change process for teachers, schools and 
systems. Educational change will always imply ‘new’ not only in the way things are done, 
but the way in which change is thought and spoken about (Blenkin, Edwards, & Kelly, 1992). 
Teachers and principals are now implementing or have been called upon to implement, a 
compulsory Australian National Curriculum where teachers’ perceptions of the change will 
have crucial influence on their capacity and will to implement change at the class level 
(Fullan, 2007; Jeffers, 2010; Tuytens & Devos, 2009, 2010; Yu, Leithwood, & Jantzi, 2002). 
As part of this change process, school leaders require support from the classroom teachers 
during the implementation of a compulsory National Curriculum to ensure optimal teaching 
and learning. However, there is no Australian research on teachers’ perceptions of curriculum 
change and principal leadership during such a period of National Curriculum reform. Fullan 
(2007) implies that principals who primarily focus on curriculum implementation and pay 
scant attention to the culture of school, including the perceptions of the teachers in the school, 
face large-scale reform failures when leading educational change. The purpose of this study 
was to empirically investigate teachers’ perceptions of principal leadership in introducing the 
Australian National Curriculum.  
Leadership in curriculum change    
A common definition of leadership is the exercise of influence over others’ practices 
(Christie & Lingard, 2001; Lingard, Hayes, Mills & Christie, 2003; Seers, Keller, Wilkerson, 
2003; as cited in  Ritchie, Tobin, Roth, & Carambo, 2007). Therefore, people who assist or 
guide an individual to achieve their goals, allowing them to be effective, are considered 
leaders. In education, teachers can be leaders if their practices encourage colleagues to 
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improve their educational practices. Also, students can be leaders if they create opportunities 
for peers and teachers to improve their practices. Research has consistently found school 
principals’ leadership in curriculum change to be a key contributing factor when it comes to 
explaining successful change, school improvement, or school effectiveness (Edmonds, 1979; 
1997; Hall & Hall, 1987; Rutter, Maughan, Mortimore, Ouston & Smith, 1979; Leithwood & 
Montgomory, 1982; as cited in Hallinger, 2003).  
Williams (2005) explains that much of what passes for ‘good leadership’ today only 
appears effective because people are compliantly following their leaders. Part of the problem 
is that some leaders focus on ‘showing the way’ while fundamentally real leadership should 
get people to confront reality and change values, habits, practices and priorities in order to 
deal with the real threat or the real opportunity people face. Two different approaches to 
analysing the impact of leadership which have dominated the empirical research on education 
are pedagogical and transformational leadership (Robinson, Hohepa, & Lloyd, 2009). Ritchie 
et al., (2007), Tuytens and Devos (2010) and Hallinger, (2003) believe that effective 
leadership includes basic elements from both leadership models.  
Leithwood (2009) explains that people in schools are considerably more complex than 
can be captured by such blanket leadership descriptors as distributed, transformational, 
instructional (pedagogical), visionary and so on. A study in the 1970s turned up 130 
definitions of leadership (Burns, 1978) with Kendrick (2011) suggesting that no one 
leadership style will work in all organisations, while O’Brien, Murphy and Draper (2008) 
lead to the point that leadership descriptors are a way into viewing the complexity of the 
issues of the day. Robinson, et al., (2009) explain the complexity and challenges of principal 
leadership through a binary of direct or indirect behaviours/strategies to explain:   
‘Leadership involves influencing people to think and act differently, 
either directly (through face-to-face encounters) or indirectly (by 
creating the relevant conditions)’ (p.68).  
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Pedagogical and Transformational are well-known theories of educational leadership 
(Robinson, et al., 2009). A pedagogical leadership style is more directive and focused on 
curriculum and instruction.  This leadership practice employs designated leaders to manage 
school systems and structures. The principal participates directly with teachers as a learner, 
figuring out how to make progress in terms of students and their needs. School leaders should 
to be leaders of teacher learning rather than just facilitators of collegial discussion (Levin & 
Fullan, 2009; as cited in Robinson, et al., 2009). In contrast, Transformational leadership 
practices are more supportive and congruent with culture change. Transformational 
leadership has been associated with producing positive change in education (Harvey, Royal 
& Stout, 2003; Tucker, Bass & Daniel, 1990; as cited in Bass & Riggio, 2005). Leithwood, 
Jantzi and Fernadez (1994) describe a transformational leadership model with three broad 
clusters, two of which are relevant to the current study:  
 Setting direction which includes building a shared vision, developing consensus about 
goals and priorities, and creating high performance expectations; and 
 Developing people including providing individualised support, offering intellectual 
stimulation, and modelling important values and practices. 
Further, Yu, et al., (2002) used this model to assess the contribution of transformational 
leadership practices on the commitment of 2,941 teachers to change in primary schools in 
Hong Kong. Yu, et al., (2002) found the transformational leadership model travelled well 
across contexts with the same patterns and relationships among leaders and followers as 
North American studies with claims the model tended to remain stable. Yu et al., (2002) 
found strong significant effects of transformational leadership on school conditions such as 
school goals, culture, programs, polices and resources and weak but significant effects (11%) 
on teachers’ commitment to change. These findings indicate transformational leadership does 
indeed affect group performance.  
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Teachers’ perceptions of change   
Fullan (2007) suggests that more and more evidence points to a small number of 
interactive factors that affect teachers’ perceptions of change. Four factors influencing 
whether or not teachers will embrace change include: need, clarity, complexity, and quality 
which are relevant to the current study. These factors give insight into the extent to which 
teachers change their practice, beliefs, and use of new materials in the direction of curriculum 
change. Principals shape teachers’ perceptions to see things in a certain way with respect to 
implementing reform initiatives (Hallinger, 2003). Coburn (2005) argues that principals 
influence teachers’ perceptions by shaping the micro-processes of teacher interpretation and 
adaption when implementing change in the classroom. Research by Coburn (2001a) and 
Spillane, Gomez and Mesler (2012) suggests teachers are influenced by prior knowledge, the 
social context within which they work, and the nature of their connections to reform 
messages. Perceptions of change and influences on these perceptions, such as good leadership 
are far more important than most people think. According to Fullan, (2007) the important 
factors which have an influence on teachers’ perceptions of change are: 
 The extent to which teachers perceive the need for change and recognise it as 
important; 
 Whether or not teachers feel there is clarity around the goals and means of 
curriculum implementation; 
 The extent to which teachers view the change as complex and difficult; and 
 Teachers’ perceptions of the quality of the new curriculum. 
Teachers must agree on the importance of the curriculum and acknowledge the 
curriculum is appropriate for their school (Floch,  Zhang, Kurki, & Herrmann, 2006; as cited 
in Tuytens & Devos, 2010). Desimone (2009) explains when new knowledge, such as a new 
curriculum is implemented into a school, teachers should be guided to understand the need 
through professional development. Many innovations are attempted without careful 
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examination of whether or not they address what are perceived to be priority needs, and often 
teachers do not see the need for an advocated change (Fullan, 2007). 
Teachers should be able to clearly understand the goals and means of curriculum 
implementation. Limiting the understanding of goals and means of the curriculum can result 
in resistance to change and reluctance to implement the National Curriculum. This has been 
identified as one of the reasons for falling standards in a Nigerian implementation of a 
National Curriculum (Oloruntegbe, 2011). Oloruntegbe (2011) found that teachers are often 
drafted to classroom implementation of curriculum reforms but are seldom involved in the 
development and that they are uncertain of goals and how best to implement them.  
Ultimately, curriculum is the outcome of the complex interaction between educational 
institutions and society (Australian Education Union, 2007). The challenge is to work with 
complex combinations of the old and the new to reshape the Australian National Curriculum 
(Reid, 2005). Simple changes to curriculum may be easier to carry out, but teachers will be 
required to make appropriate adjustments to the complexity or sophistication of the 
curriculum content descriptions and achievement standards (ACARA, 2010).  
The last factor related to teachers’ perception of change is the quality and practicality of 
the change. Practicality relates to need, clarity and complexity which, according to Fullan 
(2007) is revealing. For example, do teachers perceive they need the new National 
Curriculum? How clear or complex are the goals and directions to implement a National 
Curriculum? The Australian National Curriculum rationale is argued by some to be more 
politically driven than educational (Atweh & Goos, 2011; Aubusson, 2011; Brennan, 2011; 
Gilbert, 2011). As a result, according to Fullan (2007), the time line between the initiation 
decision and start-up is often too short, which may result in poor attention to matters of 
quality. An example of how this can impact in schools is where the principal’s vision for the 
future requires time to set the direction of the schools implementation which emphasises 
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communicating the vision, building commitment to the vision, and organising teachers so that 
they are aligned to the vision.   
No matter how perceptions are viewed, Fullan (2007) believes that good leadership is 
crucial for the success of any school improvement. Fullan (2007) notes, that although the idea 
of implementation of change and the factors affecting actual change seem simple enough, the 
successful implementation of change has been exceedingly elusive. Fink and Stoll (2001) 
concur with Fullan (2007) by citing the efforts in the 1960s and 1970s when a variety of 
changes were implemented in schools, with few lasting effects. 
The current study 
School leaders require support from the classroom teachers during the implementation 
of the compulsory Australian National Curriculum to ensure optimal teaching and learning. 
However, there is limited empirical data regarding how teachers’ perceptions of the 
principal’s leadership may or may not support change. Thus far, there has been no Australian 
research which examines teachers’ perceptions during the implementation of the Australian 
National Curriculum. This paper has investigated principal leadership through perceptions of 
teachers that may be important during curriculum change in order to support the plan for 
successful implementation of a National Curriculum. 
In particular, this study explored the following research questions: 
• What are the teachers’ perceptions of the principal’s leadership in introducing 
the Australian National Curriculum? 
• How do teachers’ perceptions of the principal’s leadership influence their 
perception of their capacity to implement the Australian National Curriculum?   
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Method 
Participants 
The participants were recruited through their Heads of Department (HOD) who 
distributed and returned completed questionnaires. Prior to their distribution an introductory 
letter from the researcher was placed in each HOD mail slot asking for their cooperation. The 
letters described the research, its importance, guarantees for protecting the privacy of 
participants and requested their support. The study sample is limited to teachers within the 
curriculum areas of English, Mathematics and Science due to the fact that these were the first 
subject areas in Australia to implement the National Curriculum. A total of sixty nine 
teachers (18 Mathematics teachers, 28 English teachers and 23 Science teachers) from a large 
high school north of Brisbane, Australia participated in the study. 
Measure 
The survey measure included two separate scales: (1) Teachers' perceptions of the 
National Curriculum and (2) Teachers' perceptions of transformational leadership. These two 
measures were used to indicate the extent to which teachers agreed or disagreed with items 
on a questionnaire. The items were measured on a seven point Likert-type scale (Likert, 
1932) that ranged from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree).  
Analysis  
Exploratory factor analysis was used to investigate the factor structure of the adaptation 
of Fullen’s (2007) questionnaire and Confirmatory factor analysis was used to confirm the 
factor structure of Leithwood’s scale (Leithwood, et al., 1994) for the current Australian 
sample. Analysis of variance (ANOVA) was used to test for significant differences in group 
means between Mathematics, English and Science Faculties; thus gaining insights into 
different group perceptions of school leadership. Finally, three multiple regressions were 
conducted to explore the extent to which teachers’ perceptions of principal’s leadership 
predict their perceptions of the implementation of the National Curriculum. 
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Results 
Exploratory factor analysis  
As Fullan’s (2007) questionnaire was adapted for the current study, EFA was used to 
identify the factor structure for this sample. In line with Fullan (2007), the first 16 items on 
the questionnaire were developed based on his work and grouped into four Factors, each 
containing four items to investigate teachers’ perceptions of the National Curriculum. EFA 
using principal component extraction and varimax rotation was used to measure and 
statistically analyse the correlations between the dependent variables. The Bivariate 
correlation matrix revealed relatively high correlations with very few below .30 which 
indicates that the items share common factors. Kaiser–Meyer– Olkin (KMO) and Bartlett’s 
test were used to measure sampling adequacy of the data. A KMO value less than .50 means 
that the items are relatively unaffected by other items, and factor analysis should not proceed 
(Corston & Colman, 2003), while the Bartlett’s test of sphericity, simply tests that the 
dependent variables are not correlated, an observed significance level of <.001 would indicate 
that there is a relationship between the variables and a factor analysis can proceed (Field, 
2009). The KMO value was .736 and the Barlett’s test of sphericity was significant (χ² (120) 
= 620, p = .000). Three factors were extracted from the correlation matrix based on 
eigenvalues. In this study, Factor 1 appeared to reflect Fullan’s (2007) items of Complexity 
and Factor 2 appeared to reflect Fullan’s (2007) items of Clarity; however Factor 3 was 
adapted to the study which may be better understood by conceptualising as Capacity. The 
item loadings and communalities are presented in the Appendix (Table 5).  
Confirmatory factor analysis  
The leadership model put forward by Leithwood, et al., (1994) was adopted for this 
study to explore teachers’ perceptions of transformational school leadership which replicates 
many features of studies carried out in Canada and Hong Kong (Refer K Leithwood, et al., 
1994; Yu, et al., 2002). Yu, et al., (2002) concludes the model tends to remain stable across 
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contexts; however, variables used to explain teachers’ perceptions of school leadership, such 
as out of school conditions have been removed from the model for this study. Thus, 
Confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) was used to confirm the factor structure of the revised 
model for the current data (see Appendix, Table 6). The first scale measures the leadership 
dimension of “Setting direction” – which helps teachers to develop a shared understanding 
about the school, its activities and goals in turn, instilling a sense of purpose or vision 
(Hallinger and Heck, 2002; as cited in Hallinger, 2003). The second scale measures the 
leadership dimension of “Developing people” to provide clear and compelling school 
directions which contribute significantly to teachers’ work-related motivations (Lord & 
Maher, 2002). 
AMOS 21 was employed to confirm the factorial validity of the Leithwood, et al., 
(1994) scale which overall showed acceptable fit indices (χ² = 431.901 df = 234 p = < .001) 
and acceptable one factor congeneric models (Table 1). Multicollinearity was assessed for all 
the independent variables which showed good variance inflation factor (VIF) tolerances with 
most below 4.40 (μ = 2.40, σ = 0.73). Gaskination (2011) and Field (2009) explain a VIF 
above 5 indicates a likely linear relationship between independent variables, and a VIF above 
10 should be of concern. Cronbach’s coefficient alpha shows good internal consistency for 
each transformational leadership Factor; with .88 for Vision, .79 for Goals, .91 for High 
expectations, .84 for Intellectual stimulation, .82 for Support and .78 for Model. This 
indicates the model shows acceptable results based on multiple criteria that take into account 
previous theoretical research, statistical results (One-factor congeneric modelling, VIF and 
Cronbach’s alpha), and practical considerations such as sample size and the complexity of the 
model (Byrne, 2010).   
Table 1: Fit indices for one-factor congeneric models 
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Descriptive analysis  
Overall, teachers’ perceptions of the new National Curriculum and transformational 
school leadership in implementing a National Curriculum are positive (Table 2). Teachers 
who participated in the study were confident in the principal’s leadership and in their capacity 
to implement the National Curriculum. In particular, teachers strongly agreed the principal 
had high expectations of them when implementing change in the classroom. They also 
strongly agreed they have the capacity to implement a National Curriculum.  
Table 2: Means and standard deviations of the measured variables 
ANOVA 
Analysis of variance (ANOVA) was used to test for significant differences in group 
means between Mathematics, English and Science Faculties; thus gaining insights into 
different group perceptions of school leadership. The ANOVA test results show that 
Mathematics, English and Science are significantly different from another for the leadership 
dimension of High Expectations, F (2, 66) = 7.55, p = .001 and moderately different for 
Intellectual Stimulation F (2, 66) = 2.71, p= .073. A descriptive analysis of the group means 
shows a clear variation for the leadership dimension of High Expectations with Mathematics 
teachers (M = 5.41, SD 1.26) being lower than English teachers (M = 6.50, SD .65) and 
Science teachers (M = 5.98, SD .89). The leadership dimension of Intellectual Stimulation 
shows a moderate variation between Mathematics teachers (M = 4.86, SD 1.36), English 
teachers (M =5.61, SD .99) and Science teachers (M = 5.20 SD .92). Duncan’s (1955) 
multiple comparison procedure was used to calculate the critical values in each step to 
compare sets of means. Results of the Duncan least significant differences (LSD) pairwise 
comparison are significant between Mathematics and English teachers in regards to the 
leadership dimension of High Expectations (4.33, p = .001) and Intellectual Stimulation 
(3.02, p = .024).    
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Therefore, it may be concluded from the results that significant differences lie between 
Mathematics and English teachers in regards to the leadership dimension of High 
Expectations and Intellectual Stimulation. In particular, the results of the leadership 
dimension of High Expectations indicate that Mathematics teachers consider that the 
principal has lower expectations for them as professionals, while the English teachers 
consider the principal has higher expectations for them as professionals. Mathematics 
teachers view the principal’s expectations for students as being lower than that of English 
teachers, while English teachers have a higher expectation to engage in professional 
development than Mathematics teachers. Finally, the Mathematics teachers consider that the 
principal has lower expectations of them to be effective innovators compared with English 
teachers.  
The results of the leadership dimension of Intellectual stimulation suggests the principal 
is less effective with Mathematics teachers than English teachers when attempting to 
stimulate participants about what they are doing for their students. Mathematics teachers are 
less likely than English teachers to be influenced by the principal’s intellectual stimulation 
when encouraging participants to pursue their own goals for professional learning. English 
teachers are more likely to be encouraged by the principal to evaluate their practice and refine 
them as needed when compared with Mathematics teachers. Finally, English teachers are 
more inclined than Mathematics teachers to consider that the principal facilitates 
opportunities for staff to learn from each other.           
Regression analysis  
Three multiple linear regression analyses (Table 4) were used to determine which of the 
independent leadership variables (Vision, Goals, High Expectation, Intellectual Stimulation, 
Support and Model) predicts separately each outcome relating to teachers’ perceptions of the 
National Curriculum (Clarity, Complexity and Capacity). The most common test against the 
autocorrelation of errors in regression models is the bounds test of Durbin and Watson (1951, 
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as cited in Field, 2009). An ideal Durbin and Watson residual value is between 1 and 2 
(Dufour & Dagenais, 1985; Field, 2009) which is the case in this study. That is, for any two 
leadership dimensions the residual terms are uncorrelated which allows for a multiple 
regression.  Correlations between factor scores are presented in Table 3. 
 Table 3: Correlations between study variables  
There is a substantial negative correlation between Clarity and Complexity (-.515 p = 
.000), suggesting that when teachers perceive they have a clear understanding of the goals 
and objectives in implementing a national curriculum, they do not feel that implementing 
change will be complex. Furthermore, there is substantial correlation between Clarity and 
Capacity (.592 p = .000), which suggests that when teachers have a clear understanding of 
goals and objectives they also feel they have the capacity to implement curriculum change. 
The strongest Pearson’s product-moment correlation coefficient (r) is between the variables 
of Capacity and Expectations (.568 p = .000). As such, teachers who believe they have the 
capacity to implement a National Curriculum also perceive that the principal has high 
expectations of them and the students.    
The results of the multiple regression models are presented in Table 4. The results for 
Clarity indicate that 26.4% of the variance in Clarity was explained by teachers’ perceptions 
of the principal’s leadership. The model was significant F (6) = 5.208, p <.001. Teachers’ 
perception of the principal’s Intellectual Stimulation was a significant predictor in the model. 
This indicates that as teachers’ perceptions of the degree of the principal’s intellectual 
stimulation increased they were more likely to feel that it was clear what needed to be done in 
the implementation of the National Curriculum.   
 The results for Complexity indicate that .9% of the variance in Complexity was 
explained by teachers’ perceptions of the principal’s leadership. The model was not 
significant F (6) = 1.041, p =.408.  
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The results for Capacity indicate that 33.9% of the variance was explained by teachers’ 
perceptions of the principal’s leadership. The model was significant, F (6) = 6.940, p< .001. 
Teachers’ perceptions of the leadership dimensions High Expectations and Intellectual 
Stimulation were both significant predictors in the model indicating that as teachers’ 
perceptions of the degree of intellectual stimulation and high expectations increased, they 
were more likely to feel that they had the capacity to implement a National Curriculum in 
their school.      
Table 4: Regression analysis of the effect of principal leadership dimensions on teachers' perceptions of 
Clarity, Complexity and Capacity of the Australian National Curriculum 
 
Discussion    
The general findings provide support for the prediction that teachers’ perceptions of 
school leadership influence their perceptions of the implementation of a National Curriculum. 
There is widespread recognition that leadership is a key factor in successful educational 
organisations. At the same time, the demands on educational leadership have arguably never 
been greater (Preedy, Bennett, & Wise, 2012). To measure teachers’ perceptions of 
leadership and the implementation of a National Curriculum, the current study built upon 
frameworks developed by Fullan (2007) and Leithwood, et al., (1994) around teachers’ 
perceptions of curriculum change and perceptions of leadership respectively. Findings with 
respect to teachers’ overall perceptions of the implementation of the National Curriculum and 
their principal’s leadership will be discussed first, followed by a discussion of Faculty 
differences in perceptions and finally, the aspects of leadership that predict teachers’ 
perceptions of the implementation of the National Curriculum. 
First, teachers who participated in the study were confident in the principal’s leadership 
and in their capacity to implement the National Curriculum. In particular, teachers strongly 
agreed the principal had high expectations of them when implementing change in the 
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classroom. They also strongly agreed they have the capacity to implement a National 
Curriculum. These findings are consistent with current research (Acker-Hocevar, Curz-
Janzen, & Wilson, 2012) that reports teachers as having high expectations in their capacity to 
implement curriculum change. Yu, et al., (2002) explains high expectations like this may 
sharpen teachers’ capacity to implement curriculum change by highlighting the gap between 
the current curriculum and the school leadership’s vision. For example, providing additional 
support and motivation for directions in which the school proposes to travel.  
Second, there is a significant variation between Mathematics teachers’ and English 
teachers’ perceptions of the principal’s leadership and of their capacity to implement change. 
Specifically, Mathematics teachers perceive the principal as having lower expectations for 
them compared with the perceptions of English teachers. There is also a moderate consensus 
between Mathematics teachers that the principal is less effective at intellectual stimulation 
compared with the perceptions of English teachers. Previous research (Fullan, 2002, 2007) 
indicates teachers perceive their capacity to implement change as enhanced when principals 
are focused on the development of teachers’ knowledge and skills, professional community, 
program coherence, and technical resources. Similar research (Hall & Hord, 2001) describes 
two important features that influence teachers’ perception of their ability to implement 
change in the classroom. First, the physical features, such as the size and arrangement of the 
facility, resources, policies, structures and schedules that shape the staff’s work. Second, the 
people factors, which include the attitudes, beliefs, and values of the individuals involved as 
well as the relationship and norms that guide the individuals’ behaviour. It could be 
speculated that various direct or indirect leadership aspects (Robinson, et al., 2009) may or 
may not influence teachers’ perception of their ability to implement change in the classroom, 
for example, the personal characteristics of Mathematics teachers as compared to English 
teachers may lead them to view the leadership of the principal in a less positive way. 
Alternatively, it may be that perceptions of the principal’s background knowledge such as 
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whether or not the principal had particular discipline area expertise may have influenced the 
teacher’s perceptions of the principal’s leadership.  
Third, all six dimensions of transformational leadership were highly correlated with 
teachers’ perceptions in relation to their ability to implement change, and all leadership 
dimensions except school goals were highly correlated with teachers’ perceptions of how 
clear the instructional process is specified and understood. This suggests that strengthening 
one leadership dimension might strengthen teachers’ perceptions of their ability and 
understanding of curriculum change.  There is little doubt that it is essential to provide clear 
instructions to improve teachers’ ability to implement change (Fullan, 2007). Educational 
research (Chesebro & McCroskey, 1998) demonstrates the value of clear instructions in terms 
of positive outcomes related to students’ motivation, affective and cognitive learning. The 
results of this study align with the well-studied conclusion that clarity can help to 
significantly reduce apprehension, which results in clear cognitive learning and therefore, 
increased outcomes.  Results from the multiple regression analyses indicated that when 
teachers viewed the principal as providing a high degree of intellectual stimulation this 
significantly contributed to their understanding on how to successfully implement the 
National Curriculum.  In addition, results indicated that teachers’ perceptions of their 
capacity to implement a National Curriculum was significantly predicted by the degree to 
which they perceived the principal as providing intellectual stimulation and holding high 
expectations during the early stage of implementing curriculum change.   
It is not surprising that findings in this study support the conclusion that teachers’ 
perceptions of the principal’s leadership influence their perceptions of the implementation of 
a National Curriculum. Gurr, Drysdale and Mulford  (2006) provide a perspective of school 
principals in Victoria and Tasmania that offers increasing levels of support for the assertion 
that a principal’s leadership makes a difference in the quality of schooling, school 
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development, and student learning. Several authors confirm that a school’s capacity for 
improved implementation of curriculum change is dependent on the leader’s structural and 
sociocultural abilities (Hallinger & Heck, 1996; Gurr, Drysdale, Natale, Hardy, & Swann, 
2003; as cited in  Gurr, et al., 2006).  
Largely, the findings of this study support previous research (Yu, et al., 2002) which 
describes a linear relationship between transformational leadership and teachers’ commitment 
towards change. In particular, this study describes a linear relationship between teachers’ 
perceptions of the principals’ high expectation of curriculum change, and teachers’ 
perception of their ability and understanding to implement change in their classroom.  There 
is evidence from an international perspective to support these findings. Specifically, Hickman 
(2012) argues that strong leadership during complex educational change correlates with 
teachers’ commitment to ensure successful implementation of any innovation.  
School leadership has been increasingly in the spotlight in Australia due to an array of 
changing contexts and shifts in our understanding of the roles of school leaders, teachers and 
schooling (Dinham, Anderson, Caldwell, & Weldon, 2011). Dinham, et al., (2011) note 
intellectual stimulation to be an important leadership quality required to achieve success 
when transforming schools. Leithwood, Harris and Hopkins (2008) explain that intellectual 
stimulation from the principal makes a significant contribution to teachers’ motivation, 
knowledge and skills in order to accomplish goals such as an implementation of a National 
Curriculum, but also the dispositions (commitment, capacity and resilience) to persist in 
applying the knowledge and skills.  
It is surprising that teachers’ perceptions of the complexity of implementation of the 
National Curriculum were not influenced by their perceptions of the principal’s leadership. It 
might be that teachers already have a clear understanding of the implementation of 
curriculum change. The strong negative correlation between teachers’ perceptions of 
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implementation of the National Curriculum as clear, and how complex they perceive the 
implementation to be, suggests that when teachers have a clear understanding of the goals 
and objectives in implementing a National Curriculum, they do not feel that implementing 
change will be complex. Fullan (2007) supports this correlation, saying that when there is a 
lack of clarity to diffuse goals and objectives; implementation of change is perceived as 
complex which represents a major problem during the implementation stage.  
Limitations and Future Directions  
Due to the staged implementation of the National Curriculum, the current study was 
limited to teachers within the curriculum areas of English, Mathematics and Science. Thus 
the results may not reflect the perceptions of teachers within other curriculum areas.  A 
further potential limitation of the study is that the independent and dependent variables are 
measured as participants’ perceptions, not actual behaviours. In essence, the study does not 
address actual participation in implementation of a National Curriculum; rather it describes 
the values and beliefs (attitudes) that participants describe.     
The findings of this paper indicate several possible directions for future research. 
Results have indicated that teachers’ perceptions of change are influenced by school 
leadership characteristics. A clearer understanding of these influences and how they relate to 
actual behaviours in the classroom would provide further direction for the development of 
effective implementation of change in a school. Another important aspect is that the data 
were collected at one point in time. Leithwood (1981) explains that, in order to quantify a 
complex innovation such as a National Curriculum during implementation, we need to 
measure ‘a reduction in the gap between current and preferred status’ (p.13 as cited in March, 
2004). Thus, longitudinal work is more likely to provide information regarding the trends in 
the same population over time. 
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Conclusion  
This study has presented key constructs about teachers’ perceptions of change and of 
school leadership during the early stage of implementing a National Curriculum in the 
context of a large high school north of Brisbane, Australia.  Gaining  insights into teachers’ 
perceptions of the National Curriculum and teachers’ perceptions of school leadership may 
increase the ability of teachers to implement change through a coordinated approach between 
school leaders and teachers, which may provide a useful guide to preparation and 
professional development programs for other school leaders. Finally, having insights into 
teachers’ perceptions of school leadership and teachers’ perceptions of the National 
Curriculum may ultimately support leaders and teachers to work together in a smooth 
transition of change to ensure that every day, in every classroom, every student is learning 
and achieving (Grantham, 2011).   
 
 
 
 
 
References 
ACARA. (2010). The Shape of the Australian Curriculum: Version 2.0.  Sydney: Australian 
Curriculum, Assessment and Reporting. 
Acker-Hocevar, M. A., Curz-Janzen, M. I., & Wilson, C. L. (2012). Leadership from the 
ground up. Charlotte: Information Age Publishing. 
Atweh, B., & Goos, M. (2011). The Australian Mathematics Curriclum: A move forward or 
back to the future? . Australian Journal of Education, 55, 214-228.  
Aubusson, P. (2011). An Australian science curriculum: Competition, advances and retreats. 
Australian Journal of Education, 55(3), 229–244.  
20 
 
Australian Education Union. (2007). Curriculum policy 2007. Paper presented at the 2007 
Annual federal conference, Southbank, Victoria. 
Bass, B. M., & Riggio, R. E. (2005). Transformational Leadership (2 ed.). Electronic book: 
LEA. 
Blenkin, G. M., Edwards, G., & Kelly, A. V. (1992). Change and the curriculum. Newcastle: 
Athenaeum Press. 
Brennan, M. (2011). National Curriculum: A political-educational tangle. Australian Journal 
of Education, 55(3), 259-280.  
Burns, J. (1978). Leadership. New York: Harper Tourchbooks. 
Chesebro, J. L., & McCroskey, J. C. (1998). The relationship of teacher clarity and teacher 
immediacy with students' experiences of state receiver apprehension. ProQuest 
Education, 46(4), 446.  
Coburn, C. (2001a). Collecting Sensemaking About Reading: How teachers mediate reading 
policy in their professional communities". Educational Evaluation and Policy 
Analysis, 23, 145-170.  
Coburn, C. (2005). Shaping teacher sensemaking: School leaders and the enactment of 
reading policy. Educational Policy 19(3), 476-509.  
Corston, R., & Colman, A. (2003). A crash course in SPSS for Windows (2 ed.). Cornwall: 
Blackwell. 
Desimone, L. (2009). Improving impact studies of teachers' professional development: 
Towards better conceptulisations and measures. Educational Researcher, 38(3), 181.  
Dinham, S., Anderson, M., Caldwell, B., & Weldon, P. (2011). Breakthroughs in school 
leadership development in Australia. School Leadership and Management, 13(2), 
139-154.  
Dufour, J.-M., & Dagenais, M. G. (1985). Durbin-Watson tests for serial correlations in 
regressions with missing observations Econometrics, 27, 371-381.  
21 
 
Duncan D B. (1955). Multiple range and multiple F tests. Biometrics, 4(11), 1-42.  
Field, A. (2009). Discovering statistics using SPSS (3 ed.). London, California, New Delhi, 
Singapore: Sage. 
Fink, D., & Stoll, L. (2001). Educational change: Easier said than done. In A. Hargreaves, A. 
Lieberman, M. Fullan & D. Hopkins (Eds.), International handbook of educational 
change (pp. 297 - 321). Dordrecht/Boston/London: Kluwer academic publishers.  
Fullan, M. (2002). The change leader. Educational Leadership, 59(8), 16-20.  
Fullan, M. (2007). The new meaning of educational change (4th ed.). New York and London: 
Teachers College Press. 
Gaskination. (2011). Detecting Multicollinearity in SPSS .  Retrieved 18 January 2013, from 
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=oPXjQCtyoG0 
Gilbert, R. (2011). Can history succed at school? Problems of knowledge in the Australian 
History Curriculum. Australian Journal of Education, 55(3), 245-258.  
Grantham, J. (2011). Teaching and Learning: Roadmap for P-10 curriculum, teaching, 
assessment and reporting.  Brisbane: Education Queensland. 
Gurr, D., Drysdale, L., & Mulford, B. (2006). Models of successful principal leadership. 
School leadership and management, 26(4), 371-395.  
Hall, G. E., & Hord, S. M. (2001). Implementing change: patterns, principles, and potholes. 
Massachusetts: Allyn and Bacon. 
Hallinger, P. (2003). Leading educational change: reflections on the practice of instructional 
and transformational leadership. Cambridge Journal of Education 33(3).  
Hickman, G. R. (2012). Concepts of leadership in organisational change  In M. Preedy, N. 
Bennett & C. Wise (Eds.), Educational leadership: Context, Strategy and 
Collaboration (pp. 67-82). Los Angeles, London, New Deli, Singapore, Washingtion 
DC: The Open University. 
22 
 
Jeffers, G. (2010). The role of school leadership in the implementation of the transition year 
programme in Ireland. School Leadership & Management, 30(5), 469-486.  
Kendrick, J. S. (2011). Transformational Leadership. Professional Safety, 56(11), 14-14.  
Leithwood, K., Harris, A., & Hopkins, D. (2008). Seven strong claims about successful 
school leadership. School leadership and management, 28(1), 27-42.  
Leithwood, K., Jantzi, D., & Fernandez, A. (1994). Transformational leadership and teachers' 
commitment to change. In Murphy J & Louis K.S (Eds.), Reshaping the principalship: 
Insights from transformational reform efforts (pp. pp. 77-98). CA: Thousand Oaks. 
Leithwood, K., Mascall, B., & Strauss, T. (2009). Distributed leadership according to the 
evidence. New York and London: Routledge Taylor and Francis Group. 
Likert, R. (1932). A technique for the measurement of attitudes. Arch psychology, p. 140.  
Lord, R., & Maher, K. (2002). Leadership and information processing: linking perceptions 
and performance (eBook).    
March, C. (2004). Becoming a Teacher (3rd ed.). Frenchs Forest: Pearson Education 
Australia. 
O'Brien, J., Murphy, D., & Draper, J. (2008). School leadership. Dunedin: Academic Press. 
Oloruntegbe, K. O. (2011). Teachers' involvement, commitment and innovativeness in 
curriculum development and implementation Journal of Emerging Trends in 
Educational Research and Policy Studies, 2(6), 443.  
Preedy, M., Bennett, N., & Wise, C. (2012). Introduction to educational leadership. In M. 
Preedy, N. Bennett & C. Wise (Eds.), Educational leadership: Context, Strategy and 
Collaboration (pp. 1-7). Los Angeles, London, New Deli, Singapore, Washingtion 
DC: The Open University  
Reid, A. (2005). Rethinking National Curriculum Collaboration: Towards an Australian 
Curriculum. Canberra: Department of Education, Science and Training. 
23 
 
Ritchie, S. M., Tobin, K., Roth, W.-M., & Carambo, C. (2007). Transforming an academy 
through the enactment of collective curricululm leadership. Curriclum Studies, 39(2).  
Robinson, V., Hohepa, M., & Lloyd, C. (2009). School leadership and student outcomes: 
Identifying what works and why. Auckland: The University of Auckland. 
Spillane, J. P., Gomez, L. M., & Mesler, L. (2012). Reframing the role of organisation in 
policy implementation: Resources for practice, in practice. In M. Preedy, N. Bennett 
& C. Wise (Eds.), Educational leadership: Context, Strategy and Collaboration (pp. 
132-144). Los Angeles, London, New Deli, Singapore, Washingtion DC: The Open 
University. 
Tuytens, M., & Devos, G. (2009). Teacher's perceptions of the new teacher evaluation policy: 
A valid study of the Policy Characteristics Scale Teacher and Teacher Education, 25, 
924-930.  
Tuytens, M., & Devos, G. (2010). The influence of school leadership on teachers' perceptions 
of teacher evaluation policy. Educational Studies, 36(5), 521-536.  
Williams, D. (2005). Real Leadership. San Francisco: Berrett-Kowhler. 
Yu, H., Leithwood, K., & Jantzi, D. (2002). The effects of transformational leadership on 
teachers' commitment to change in Hong Kong. Journal of Education Administration, 
40(4-5), 368.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
24 
 
Appendix  
Table 5: Principal Axis Factor Analysis with Varimax Rotation for Teachers’ Perceptions of the National 
Curriculum (n = 69) 
Factor 1: Complexity (alpha = .82) F1 F2 F3 
I think the implementation of the National Curriculum requires professional 
development for teachers   
.699 -.192 .164 
I think the implementation of a National Curriculum will overload my 
teaching area as a whole 
.837 -.047 -.082 
I think the implementation of a National Curriculum will be a difficult 
change for me   
.815 -.174 -.171 
I think more effort is required to implement a National Curriculum in my 
teaching area 
.595 -.112 -.273 
I believe the National Curriculum requires significant alterations to my 
classroom practices 
.653 -.457 -.052 
Factor 2: Clarity (alpha = .86)    
I have a clear understanding of how best to implement the National 
Curriculum in my subject area 
-.430 .697 .346 
It is clear to me what I should do differently to implement a National 
Curriculum in my teaching area     
-.279 .680 .388 
Based on my teaching experience, I think the school has a clear 
understanding of the process to implement the National Curriculum 
-.170 .818 .262 
I think our school provides my teaching area with quality materials 
necessary to implement a National Curriculum 
-.087 .746 .047 
I think the National Curriculum will deliver a quality curriculum in my 
teaching area 
-.254 .568 .166 
Factor 3: Capacity (alpha = .73)    
I think the implementation of a National Curriculum is important for my 
school 
-.213 -.075 .728 
I think my teaching area is progressing towards implementing a National 
Curriculum   
.229 .469 .623 
I have the skills required to implement the National Curriculum in my 
teaching area 
-.033 .429 .697 
I think the school has quality teachers ready to implement a National 
Curriculum 
-.085 .246 .690 
Percent of Variance  35% 14% 13% 
Boldface is used to identify items with factor loadings > .50    
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Table 6: Transformational leadership Factors (N=69) 
Vision (alpha = .88) 
The principal excites us with visions of what we may be able to accomplish if we work together to 
change our practices 
The principal gives us a sense of purpose 
The principal communicates his vision to staff 
The principal helps us to understand the relationship between the school vision and educational 
outcomes 
Goals  (alpha = .79) 
The principal regularly encourages us to evaluate our progress towards achieving school goals 
The principal provides staff with a process through which we generate school goals 
The principal encourages us to develop individual professional goals 
The principal works towards whole staff consensus in establishing priorities for school goals 
High Expectations (alpha = .91) 
The principal has high expectations for us as professionals 
The principal holds high expectations for students 
The principal expects us to engage in ongoing professional development 
The principal expects us to be effective innovators   
Intellectual Stimulation (alpha = .84) 
The principal stimulates me to think about what I am doing for my students  
The principal encourages me to pursue my own goals for professional learning  
The principal encourages us to evaluate our practices and refine them as needed  
The principal facilitates opportunity for staff to learn from each other  
Support  (alpha = .82) 
The principal provides resources to support my professional development  
The principal takes my opinion into consideration when initiating actions that affect my work  
The principal encourages me to try new practices consistent with my own interests  
The principal provide moral support by making me feel appreciated for my contribution to the school 
Model (alpha = .78) 
The principal sets a respectful tone for interactions with students  
The principal displays energy and enthusiasm for his own work 
The principal demonstrates a willingness to change his own practices in light of new understanding  
The principal is open and genuine in dealings with staff  
 
26 
 
 
Table 1: Fit indices for one-factor congeneric models 
  Goodness of Fit Indices 
 χ²(df) RMSEA IFI CFI 
Vision χ² (1,9) = .004, p = .948 .000 1.006 1.000 
Goals χ² (2,12) = 3.705, p = .157 .112 .979 .978 
High Expectations χ² (2,12) = 2.139, p = .343 .032 .999 .999 
Intellectual stimulation  χ² (1,13) = .916, p = .339 .000 1.001 1.000 
Support χ² (2, 12) = .033, p =.983 .000 1.022 1.000 
Model  χ² (1,13) = .014, p =.905   .000 1.012 1.078 
 
 
 
 
Table 2: Means and standard deviations of the measured variables 
Variable Mean Standard deviation N 
Vision 5.18 1.03 69 
Goals 5.05 1.01 69 
High expectations 6.05 1.01 69 
Intellectual stimulation 5.29 1.02 69 
Support 4.46 1.13 69 
Model 5.24 1.08 69 
Clarity 4.65 1.27 69 
Complex 3.88 1.19 69 
Capacity 5.83 0.95 69 
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Table 3: Correlations between study variables 
Correlations 
 Clarity Complexity Capacity Vision Goals Expectations Intellectual Support Model 
Complexity -.515** -        
Capacity .592** -.237* -       
Vision .407** -.110 .481** -      
Goals .216 .081 .346** .719** -     
Expectations .398** -.153 .568** .592** .469** -    
Intellectual .550** -.132 .549** .632** .545** .705** -   
Support .395** -.130 .293* .585** .525** .500** .694** -  
Model .414** -.112 .448** .725** .647** .669** .757** .782** - 
**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 
*. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). 
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Table 4: Regression analysis of the effect of principal leadership dimensions on teachers' perceptions of Clarity, Complexity and Capacity of the Australian 
National Curriculum 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  
 
 
 
  
 
 Clarity    Complexity   Capacity 
Variable  B 95% CI β  B 95% CI β  B 95% CI β 
Vision .374 -.171 .918 .244  -.297 -.892 .298 -.208  .199 -.108 .506 .219 
Goals -.353 -.804 .098 -.244  .495 .002 .987 .367*  -.036 -.290 .218 -.042 
High Expectations .046 -.459 .552 .029  -.205 -.757 .347 -.139  .296 .011 .581 .316* 
Intellectual .742 .209 1.276 .518*  -.035 -.618 .548 -.026  .320 .019 .620 .375* 
Support .060 -.436 .555 .042  -.153 -.694 .388 -.116  -.200 -.479 .079 -.239 
Model -.071 -.719 .577 -.048  .004 -.704 .712 .003  .007 -.358 .372 .008 
*p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001.       
